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INTRODUCTION
Temporary migrant workers in the Gulf States have become a major source of foreign exchange for several South and Southeast Asian economies. More than two million Filipinos, three million Bangladeshis, six million Indians, and about 800,000 Sri Lankans work in the Middle East.
1 Women are a large and increasing proportion of this migrant workforce (Cortes 2011) .
Several countries-Indonesia, the Philippines and Sri Lanka-specialize in the supply of female labor (Oishi 2002) ; as many as 70-80 percent of migrants to the Middle East from the Philippines and Sri Lanka are women (Huguet 2003; UNDP 2009 ).
This study focuses on gender differences in the long-term impact of temporary migration. Specifically, we examine whether long-term returns to migration are particularly low for women who are primarily engaged in unskilled domestic work. Since migration to the Middle East is almost always temporary and there are virtually no pathways to permanent immigration, economic gains tend to be short lived unless migrant worker households are able to channel remittances and savings to investments that yield sustained improvements in living standards. Such long term prospects may be undermined by the lack of public scrutiny and legal protection that make female workers especially vulnerable to violation of contracts, abuse, and exploitation (Lim and Oishi 1996; Oishi 2002; Huguet 2003) . Unskilled, domestic work provides few opportunities for human capital accumulation and transfer of knowledge that women can utilize following their return home. Lack of financial literacy and social capital, limited opportunities for business investments, and cultural and institutional barriers also constrain the ability of female return migrants to invest remittances productively in selfemployment and asset markets (Koc and Onan 2004) . In households that are left behind, the absence of the primary caregiver may inhibit the wellbeing and long-term health and education prospects of the children (Cortes 2011; McKenzie and Rapoport 2011) and intra-household bargaining problems may divert migrant earnings toward uses preferred by other household members (Guzman, Morrison, and Sjöblom 2008; Ashraf et al. 2011; Chin, Karkoviata, and Wilcox 2011) . Due to the confluence of such adverse factors, a large disconnect could emerge between the long-term household level impact of female migration and the widely documented 3 short-term macroeconomic benefits (Adams and Page 2005; Acosta et al. 2008) . 2 Government policies and regulations regarding female migration have reflected such contradictions (Yeoh, Huang, and Gonzalez 1999) ; while some developing country governments have actively integrated foreign employment of women to their development agenda, several have restricted the out-migration of women citing the reasons that were previously outlined.
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In this study, we utilize household level data from Sri Lanka to examine the long-term impact of temporary overseas migration on a broad range of household outcomes such as income, expenditure, and investments in schooling, housing, assets, and business ventures.
Specifically, we use a propensity score matching (PSM) model to estimate the short-and longterm differences in outcomes between households with return migrants of each gender and equivalent nonmigrant households, and between households with current migrants of each gender and equivalent nonmigrant households. We also compute the differences in differences to ascertain whether the advantage of return migrants relative to comparable nonmigrants is greater than the advantage of current migrants relative to comparable nonmigrants. We are especially interested in testing whether gains are particularly low for households of migrant women and whether remittances of women are invested differently from remittances of men.
A primary contribution of this study is the adoption of a broad definition of household investments, with a particular focus on investments in housing stock and household amenities.
Whether migration is beneficial or not depends on the lens with which the migration experience is examined. Male and female migrants may have different goals and expectations; investments in schooling, housing, and household amenities are consistently among the primary goals of migrant women (Hoddinott 1994; de la Briere et al. 2002; Guzman, Morrison, and Sjöblom 2008) . Even when the ex-ante goals are similar, earnings of female migrants may be allocated to different uses, such as housing, amenities, and schooling, compared to the earnings of male migrants that are invested in financial and physical assets and in entrepreneurial activities when there are constraints on female participation in capital markets and entrepreneurial activities.
2 It is possible for remittance inflows to create a Dutch Disease type situation in which the emergence of more productive export industries are crowded out. See, for example, Acosta, Lartey, and Mandelman (2009) and Lartey, Mandelman, and Acosta (2012) . 3 The Sri Lanka Bureau of Foreign Employment (SLBFE) and the Philippine Overseas Employment Agency (POEA), for example, promote and facilitate the overseas migration of women (Lasagabaster, Maimbo, and Hulugalle 2005; ). Migration restrictions for young women or for mothers of young children have been proposed or implemented in the Philippines, Bangladesh, India, and Sri Lanka (Huguet 2003; Cortes 2011) .
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Many studies (e.g., Gunatilleke 1992) have classified investments in both schooling and housing as unproductive expenditure even though there are clear long-term economic benefits to the household from such investments. In fact, in Gamburd's (2000) study of a Sri Lankan village, both men and women cited the purchase of land and housing as the primary motivation for going abroad. 4 Our data source, the Sri Lanka Integrated Survey (SLIS) of 1999-2000, has several advantages that make it particularly suitable for this study. It is a nationally representative household-level dataset from one of the few developing countries in which the majority of migrant workers are women. The survey was carried out at a time when the proportion of female migrants was at its peak (Sri Lanka Bureau of Foreign Employment 2009). Sri Lanka provides an especially interesting case study because its female migrants work almost exclusively as unskilled domestic workers in the Middle East. 5 Since Sri Lankan migrants to the Middle East do not have a path to more permanent forms of immigration, their return decision can be considered exogenous unlike in the often studied cases where the decision to return is voluntary and is subject to observed and unobserved heterogeneity (Gibson and McKenzie 2011) . We have detailed data on housing values, housing quality, and household amenities, allowing us to include outcomes that are typically favored by female migrants and overlooked by studies that focus exclusively on financial assets and business investments. The identification of both current and return migrants enables us to assess the long-term impact of migration and the comparison of differences-in-differences between current and return migrants provides us with a means to control for unobserved heterogeneity that differentiates migrants from nonmigrants.
The availability of data on education and land ownership of the previous generation, i.e., parents of the householders, provides us with a valid and robust set of pre-migration conditional variables with which migrant households are matched with comparable nonmigrant households.
Our results show that households with return migrants, but not those with current migrants, are better off relative to comparable nonmigrant households. Consistent with a negative selection effect, households with females currently abroad have relatively low 5 outcomes. Although net long-term gains from migration are generally positive, the gains to women are relatively low and are concentrated in durables, schooling expenditure, amenities, housing quality, land, and farm assets. It appears, however, that migration of females allows relatively poor households to catch up with nonmigrant households in the long run.
LITERATURE REVIEW
A large number of studies based on remittance use surveys of migrants have generally concluded that a substantial portion of remittances are consumed rather than invested. 6 While these studies provide richly detailed insights on a specific sample of migrants, the absence of a reference group of nonmigrants makes it difficult to arrive at causal inferences on the impact of migration. By focusing exclusively on how remittances are spent, they also fail to acknowledge the fungibility of household income derived from different sources (Taylor and Mora 2006) .
Following Adams (1991) , a different branch of the literature has included remittance income as an additional variable to a standard system of household demand equations, allowing remittances to have direct and indirect (via household income) effects on household expenditure patterns. 7 The findings, from developing countries as varied as Egypt, Guatemala, Mexico, and Pakistan, generally dispel the widely held belief that migrant remittances are consumed rather than invested productively. There is evidence from different contexts-e.g., Mexico (Massey and Parrado 1998) and the Philippines (Yang and Martinez 2005; Yang 2008 )-that remittances promote entrepreneurship and business investments. However, by focusing exclusively on remittances, these studies overlook the broader effects of migration that include shifts in the shadow price of home produced goods, changes in information and preferences, changes in the risk profile of household income, changes in the short-term liquidity position, and changes in intra-household decision making dynamics (Taylor and Mora 2006) .
In this study, we directly compare household outcomes of migrant households with those of nonmigrant households, placing remittances revenue in the broader context of how migration impacts the household. Using a similar approach, several recent studies have documented a 6 complex and ambiguous relationship between migration and children's outcomes (Antman 2011; Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo 2010; Cortes 2011) . Focusing on a broader set of household consumption and investment outcomes and using the migration history of the household to instrument for the current migration decision, Taylor and Mora (2006) find that Mexican households with international migrants have relatively large marginal budget shares for investments, health, and consumer durables and relatively small marginal budget shares for food and housing.
Several studies have examined how the migrant's gender influences the manner in which remittances are utilized. The consensus that emerges from this literature is that female migrants provide insurance for the household left behind and tend to prefer expenditures on education and health, whereas male remitters prefer investments in housing and other assets (Hoddinott 1994; de la Briere et al. 2002; Guzman, Morrison, and Sjöblom 2008) . Cortes (2011) uses demand shocks in recipient countries as an exogenous source of variation in the gender composition of migrants to show that migration of females has a relatively higher impact on the educational outcomes of children in the Philippines compared to the migration of males. 8 On the other hand, the absence of parents, mothers in particular, can have a direct negative impact on children's wellbeing. Cortes (2011) finds that a mother's absence is more detrimental to children than a father's absence. Nguyen and Purnamasari (2011) show that, in Indonesian households, the absence of mothers has no effect on children's education perhaps because the negative effect of the mother's absence is offset by the income transfers and corresponding reductions in child labor. A closely related issue is the gender of the household head. In Ghana, Guzman, Morrison, and Sjöblom (2008) find that female-headed households allocate more resources toward education and health, whereas male-headed households allocate more resources toward buying consumer and durable goods. The difference in the pattern of expenditure is attributed to shifts in power at the intra-household level. It is often the parent that is left behind rather than the migrant that makes decisions on the allocation of remittances. Antman (2011) reports that, when fathers migrate in Mexico, mothers shift resources away from male children to female children and that this pattern is reversed after the father returns.
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A persistent methodological problem in making causal inferences in migration studies is the nonrandom selection of migrants and those who choose to remit. In nonexperimental studies, There are two advantages of the PSM methodology over regression-based methods (Black and Smith 2004; Ichino, Mealli, and Nannicini 2008) . First, in order to properly compare a migrant household with a comparable nonmigrant household, there must be sufficient overlap between the distributions of the observed characteristics of the two groups (Heckman 1997; Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd 1998) . Unlike regression models, PSM provides an explicit method with which a common support can be ensured. Second, PSM is a nonparametric estimator that does not depend on restrictive functional form assumptions for identification. In a study that compares different estimation strategies, McKenzie, Gibson, and Stillman (2010) find that estimation bias is lowest in IV regressions with relevant and valid instruments followed by PSM models. In fact, PSM estimates fare better than IV estimates when the instruments are weak. A few recent studies of migration have utilized a PSM estimator. Comparing the pooled set of households that contain both current and return migrants with nonmigrant households in 8 Bangladesh, Sharma and Zaman (2009) find a positive impact of migration on consumption, credit, agricultural inputs, and savings, but do not find any significant impacts on health and education expenditures. In another PSM-based study of both temporary and permanent migrants from Moldova, Poppe (2010) finds that migrant households spend more on food and are more likely to own durables and assets than comparable nonmigrants, and that temporary migration has a stronger impact on household expenditure than permanent migration.
When migration is temporary, much of the impact of migration on household outcomes occurs not via remittances sent by current migrants, but through the allocation of funds saved by migrants over several years after their return. For example, Gamburd (2000) reports that poorer migrant households in Sri Lanka tend to allocate more funds to consumption and debt repayment in the short run but are able to gradually invest in the construction of a house over the long run. When migration is temporary and the household impact of migration is observed over many years, ignoring return migrants can also introduce significant biases to the estimation of impact (Sharma and Zaman 2009) . Despite this problem, household level studies of the impact of migration have compared current migrants to nonmigrants because household surveys typically do not identify return migrants.
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In this study, we adopt the PSM method as our preferred framework since our data do not provide us with a strong identification strategy for an IV approach. Using the PSM framework, on the other hand, we are able to exploit two features of our dataset to establish a causal effect of migration on household investment and consumption decisions. First, the dataset identifies whether an individual is working abroad currently or has ever worked abroad, allowing us to compare households with return migrants to those with current migrants. Second, the decision to return is exogenous since there is no path to permanent immigration for Sri
Lankan migrants in the Middle East. Unlike the comparison of either group with nonmigrant households, the comparison of households with return migrants with those with current migrants is not influenced by unobserved heterogeneity in so far as the decision to return is exogenous.
For the comparison of migrant-current and return-households with nonmigrant households, 9 we rely on a set of pre-migration matching variables that include education and land ownership status of the previous generation.
We hypothesize that gains from migration are smaller for households that send women rather than men abroad, and that the gains are reflected in asset values for males and in improvements in household amenities and house quality for females. We also hypothesize that the migration of females allows households that lag behind to catch up with nonmigrants, whereas the migration of males allows households that are already advantaged to further enhance their economic position.
DATA AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
The Setting
With about 1. Each household head was asked whether any household member above age 14 ever worked abroad. For those that are currently working abroad, information is available on the type of work, industry, and occupation, the country of migration, year of migration, and the amount of remittances sent last year. This information is not available for return migrants. 11 The profile of current migrants reported in Table 1 is consistent with our premise that women migrate overwhelmingly to the Middle East, that the duration of migration is short (98 percent of current migrants have been abroad for five years or less) and that women remit less (about two-thirds as much) money than their male counterparts.
Outcomes
Much of the empirical literature has examined whether remittances are invested or consumed.
To this end, we examine the impact of migration on per capita income, per capita expenditure, value of durables, expenditure share on adult goods and schooling, holdings of assets and debt, and participation in entrepreneurial activities. Consumer durables include goods such as televisions, radios, and furniture, whereas adult goods refer to tobacco, alcohol, betel leaves, and eating out. When intra-household bargaining problems and time inconsistency problems are present, remittances may be allocated disproportionately to consumer durables and adult goods rather than to assets and business investments. There is also a gender element to the consumption of adult goods since tobacco and alcohol, in the Sri Lankan context, are almost exclusively consumed by men.
We include schooling and housing as two important forms of investment that improve a household's long-term economic prospects and quality of life (Taylor and Mora 2006) . This is in contrast to the literature that, barring a few exceptions (Calero, Bedi, and Sparrow 2009; Cortes 2011) , has by and large treated educational expenditure as a form of consumption rather than as a "productive investment" since it does not result in the immediate employment of resources (Koc and Onan 2004) . Our proxy for educational investments is the expenditure share on schooling. Very few studies (e.g., Taylor and Mora 2006) formally examine the impact of migration on housing. A major contribution of our study is the inclusion of four different aspects of housing investments: homeownership, value of housing, the material quality of housing, and household amenities. Traditionally, rural Sri Lankan houses are built with mud walls, earth floors, and palm-leaf roofs and do not have modern toilets, electric lighting, and gas or electric stoves. There has been considerable modernization of the housing stock in the past few decades, and migrant earnings are used by households lagging behind to catch up in this regard (Gamburd 2000) . Specifically, we examine indicator variables for whether the house has a flush toilet, electric lighting, and electric or gas stove and material quality indicators that tell us whether the floor of the house is made from cement, wood, brick, or tiles (rather than earth or clay), whether the wall is made from brick or cement (rather than mud, planks, metal, or traditional materials), and whether the roof is made from tiles, asbestos, or metal sheets (rather than traditional materials). The housing and amenity variables are particularly important to our analysis since qualitative studies have documented that Sri Lankan migrants place investments in housing at the top of their list of reasons for choosing to migrate (Gamburd 2000) . Table A1 (in the appendix) lists the dependent variables and reports descriptive statistics by migration status of the household. The differences in outcomes between the groups will be discussed in detail in the results section.
METHODOLOGY
The basic idea of the PSM method is to estimate the average treatment (migration) effect on the treated (migrant households). For an outcome Y, the expected treatment (i.e., migration) effect on the treated (i.e., migrant households) that is observed t periods after treatment ‫ܶܶܣ(‬ ௧ ) is
where M denotes whether the household has ever sent a migrant overseas. The pre-migration outcome of migrant households ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ ‫ܯ|‬ ) is a counterfactual in cross-sectional data such as ours.
We are interested in two durations, the short and long term. Short term (t=1) is defined as the time period where at least one household member is currently abroad and the long term (t=2) is a sufficiently long duration where all migrants have returned. Our dataset distinguishes nonmigrant households (0), households with migrants currently abroad (C), and households with return migrants (R) and the corresponding outcomes ܻ ǡܻ ǡܻ ோ are observed. In most migration studies, the long-term impact is difficult to measure since some migrants do not return and ܻ ଶ is typically not observed for those that have chosen not to return. A further complication arises if those who return are not randomly selected. Our data are not affected by these problems because a vast majority of migrant workers (97 percent of women) in our sample are employed in the Middle East as temporary workers and do not face a viable option of remaining in their host countries beyond the short contract; 98 percent of current migrants have been overseas for five years or less. Specifically, we exploit the unique attributes of the Sri Lankan context in two ways. First, the fact that all migrants return in the long run allows us to assert that ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ ଵ ‫ܯ|‬ )= ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ ‫ܯ|‬ ) and ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ ଶ ‫ܯ|‬ )= ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ ோ ‫ܯ|‬ ). Second, since the return decision is exogenous and consequently uncorrelated with the determinants of the decision to migrate, i.e. ܻ ǡܻ ଵ ǡܻ ଶ ⊥ ܴǡ‫ܥ‬ȁ‫ܯ‬ , we use the average outcomes of the current migrants and return migrants at a given time as proxies for the average outcomes in the short and long run for the entire sample of migrants,
The comparison of migrants with nonmigrants relies on the unrealistic assumption that the assignment of the treatment of migration is random, i.e., ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ ‫ܯ|‬ ) ൌ ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ |0). However, if
there is a set of exogenous variables (X) such that, conditional on X, household outcomes are 13 independent of the treatment assignment, i.e., ܻ ோ ǡܻ ǡܻ ٣ ‫ܯ‬ ȁܺ, we can estimate the counterfactual ATT, ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ ௧ ȁ‫ܯ‬ ሻെ ‫ܧ‬ሺܻ ‫ܯ|‬ ), with ‫ܻ(ܧ‬ ௧ ȁ‫ܯ‬ ǡܺሻെ ‫ܧ‬ሺܻ |Ͳǡܺ), the difference in outcomes between migrants and a set of matched nonmigrants with identical pre-migration attributes (X) (Sharma and Zaman 2009; McKenzie, Gibson, and Stillman 2010; Poppe 2010 ).
The crucial identifying assumption of the PSM methodology, known variously as conditional independence (Lechner 1999) , selection on observables (Barnow, Cain, and Goldberger 1980) , and ignorable treatment (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983) , is that the assignment of households to the treatment (i.e., migration) is based entirely on a set of observed pre-migration attributes. The conditional independence assumption depends on the availability of a large and informative set of pre-treatment independent variables (X) with which migrant households can be matched with fully equivalent nonmigrant households. With a good set of exogenous pre-migration variables, the PSM estimator does better than OLS and has been found to outperform IV regressions with relatively weak instruments (McKenzie, Gibson, and Stillman 2010) .
We use the characteristics of the household head and his or her parents, demographic composition of the household, ethnicity, and the sector and province of residence as our conditioning independent variables. A complete list of variables and their descriptive statistics are reported in Table A2 in the appendix. Our dataset has the advantage of containing three crucial variables about the generation that preceded the household head; we know whether the parents of the household head and of his or her spouse attended school and owned land. In a developing economy such as Sri Lanka where factor markets are imperfect and intergenerational mobility is limited, attributes of the earlier generation are particularly useful determinants of the household's pre-migration economic conditions and the decision to migrate.
For computational simplicity, the PSM method matches current and return migrants (treatment) with nonmigrant (control) households based on one-dimensional propensity scores
that are predicted from the multi-dimensional set of X variables using a probit regression (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983) . The independence of outcomes and treatment conditional on X implies that the outcomes and treatment are independent conditional on ߨ(ܺ). Therefore, the estimated ATT in the PSM model is
Using 1,000 randomly drawn sub-samples, we also construct bootstrapped standard errors that correct for the fact that propensity scores used to construct the matched sample are themselves estimated. Although the availability of an appropriate set of X variables allows us to construct the counterfactuals using PSM reasonably well, it is difficult to eliminate all unobservable differences that differentiate households with migrants from nonmigrant households. Examples of such unobservables are ambition, motivation, innate abilities, and social capital that may be independently correlated with the outcomes of interest, such as expenditure on schooling and homeownership. However, provided that the decision to return is exogenous, the unobservable attributes of all migrant households, regardless of whether the migrants have returned or not, are likely to be similar. Therefore, we contend that the estimation bias in ATTs estimated by (3a) and (3b) that is caused by unobservable differences between nonmigrant and migrant households is similar in magnitude. Specifically, the bias (B) should be approximately the same in each equation.
where
The difference in difference is
The difference in difference measure ሺ‫ܶܶܣ‬ ଶ െ ‫ܶܶܣ‬ ଵ ) estimates the difference between the advantage return migrant households have over their observationally equivalent nonmigrant counterparts and the advantage current migrant households have over their observationally equivalent nonmigrant counterparts. It provides us with an unbiased estimator for the incremental causal effect of return migration, or the additional long-term impact over and above the short term impact. If we make the additional assumption that there are no short-term gains for some household outcomes, i.e., ‫ܶܶܣ‬ ଵ = 0, we can use equation (4a) to measure the bias caused by the nonrandom assignment of migration and equation (5) to obtain an unbiased estimate of the long-term causal effect of migration. The assumption of limited gain during the migrant's overseas stay is reasonable for investments in housing, assets, and business that tend to occur in the long run, typically following the migrant's return, in the Sri Lankan context of temporary migration for short durations.
We prefer the difference in difference measure to the direct comparison of matched current migrant and return migrant households because of the intuitive appeal of the interpretation that was already mentioned and also because of requirement in PSM to achieve common support. As the nonmigrant group is by far the largest and most heterogeneous group, drawing an observationally similar sub-sample to each of the other groups is easier than directly comparing the two migrant groups. Additionally, the overlap in the support of the conditioning variables is likely to be smaller among the two migrant groups because return migrants are typically older and from a different cohort than current migrants. To ensure that the common support condition holds, we trim 5 percent of the distribution at both ends.
RESULTS
The estimation is carried out using the psmatch2 module of STATA 12 . We first estimate probit equations for the likelihood that households have a migrant of each type-return and currentand each gender as a function of the control variables. 13 The results, reported in Table A3 in the appendix, reveal several patterns: Women are more likely to migrate from households that have more women and those that are relatively less educated, landless, and of the Moor ethnicity.
Men are more likely to migrate from households that have more men and those that are relatively more educated, urban, and from Tamil and Moor minorities. The propensity scores, ߨ (ܺ) and ߨ ோ (ܺ), obtained from the probit regressions, are then used to match households from each of the four migrant categories with similar nonmigrant households. We utilize the kernel matching approach but verify whether the results are robust under different matching methods. restricted the return of Sri Lankan Tamil migrants. Other than for this difference, the samples of return and current male migrants are not qualitatively different, and the decision to return appears to be exogenous as we have asserted. However, there are a few significant qualitative differences between current and return female migrants. Notably, women that are currently abroad are more likely to come from families that are historically less educated and from rural areas. The goal of the PSM method is to adjust for such differences, creating a control group that is equivalent, in terms of independent variables, to the treatment group. Except for two
Province dummies, none of the means of matched treatment and control groups are significantly different. 15 The diagnostics (mean bias, pseudo R squared, and the Chi square test statistic)
reported at the end of Table 2 confirm that the matching is carried out successfully, and that the treatment and control groups are observationally equivalent. Table 3 reports the differences in mean outcomes between treatment (migrant) and control (nonmigrant) households in matched and unmatched samples. The mean differences in outcomes in the unmatched samples-equivalent to differences in sample means between migrants of each type and nonmigrants-reveal several interesting general patterns and provide preliminary answers to several of our hypotheses: 1) Return migrant households are generally better off compared to current migrant households. The advantages are especially significant for expenditure, value of durables, home value, home amenities, housing quality, nonfarm assets, and business ownership for females, and for the same variables, except amenities and housing quality, for males. Only in terms of adult good expenditure (for males), homeownership (for females) and floor quality (for males) are return migrant households worse off compared to current migrant households. 2) Current male migrants come from households that are generally better off than nonmigrant households (especially in terms of housing quality, amenities, and nonfarm assets) except in two important areas: landownership and debt. 3) Households with current female migrants are worse off than nonmigrant households in terms of expenditure, value of durables, adult good consumption, amenities, housing quality, and land cultivated, and better off only in terms of homeownership. 4) Households with male return migrants are better off across the board (with the one exception of land cultivated) compared to households with female return migrants. The relatively unfavorable outcomes of households with current female migrants suggest that the gains from migration accrue to households of female migrants mostly after their return or that there is a negative selection of female migrants. The relatively favorable outcomes of households with male current migrants vis-a-vis their nonmigrant counterparts may be due to gains from migration that accrue while the migrant is abroad or relatively favorable pre-migration characteristics. Both explanations are plausible in the Sri Lankan context: male migrants come from a wider skill distribution and work in a variety of locations and occupations, whereas female migrants are overwhelmingly dominated by unskilled domestic workers in the Middle East. Among men, migrants clearly come from relatively advantaged circumstances and migration appears to provide them with an opportunity to further enhance their advantaged position by acquiring productive assets. The migration of a man may benefit his household more rapidly than that of a female migrant not only because his earnings are higher but also because intra-household incentive problems are typically less acute when the man is absent than when the woman is absent.
We then compute the mean differences between the matched samples and the p-value of the t-statistic that tests whether these differences are statistically significant. The matched sample provides a correction for nonrandom selection of migrants based on the observables. We also report the difference in difference between return and current migration. Provided that the gains from migration are largely realized following the migrant's return, the difference in differences can be interpreted as an unbiased estimate of the long-term gains from migration.
The results are summarized in the remainder of this section.
Income and Expenditure
Although households with female migrants currently abroad are not poorer than matched nonmigrant households in terms of annual income, they spend Rs. 411 less per capita and have Rs. 20,184 less in durables. In contrast, households with female return migrants have Rs. 316 higher per capita expenditure compared to matched nonmigrant households and are statistically equivalent in terms of the value of durables owned. The difference-in-difference is insignificant for household income but larger by Rs. 727 (a 51 percent increase) for household expenditure and by Rs. 28,848 (a 66 percent increase) for the value of durables. We do not find significant differences in the share of expenditure on schooling; schooling expenditure increases but only in proportion to the increase in overall expenditure. The share of expenditure on adult goods is substantially and significantly higher (7 percent) when females are abroad but reverts to the mean upon their return. This is indicative of a temporary misallocation of household budgets toward adult goods while the female migrant is absent.
Households with male migrants currently abroad are statistically equivalent to matched nonmigrant households in terms of income, expenditure, value of durable goods, and the expenditure share on schooling. Households with male return migrants, however, earn Rs.
1,770 more per capita, spend Rs. 786 more per capita, and own durables that are worth Rs.
180,962 more than matched nonmigrant households. The differences-in-differences between return and current migrants relative to their nonmigrant counterparts suggest that there are longterm gains to male migrants in terms of overall expenditure (of Rs. 883 or 43 percent) and ownership of durables (of Rs. 178,052 or 178 percent). We do not find significant effects on per capita income or on the share of expenditure on schooling, as in the case of female migrants. For adult goods, there is a substantial and significant decrease (of 8.11 percent) in the expenditure share while male migrants are abroad, but it reverts to the mean for return migrants. The temporary drop in adult good consumption is consistent with the absence of an adult male, the primary consumers of alcohol and tobacco. Social norms in Sri Lanka make the consumption of alcohol and tobacco almost exclusively an activity of males. Eating out (in bars and restaurants)
is also an activity predominantly done by males unless accompanied by the families. Betel leaves are consumed by both men and women, but the typical budget share on betel leaves is significantly less than that of alcohol and tobacco.
Housing
Although households with female migrants currently abroad are 5 percent more likely to own a home, their home value is Rs. 95,975 lower on average. The quality and amenities of their houses are statistically equivalent to those of matched nonmigrant households except for a slightly lower (3.5 percent) likelihood of having a gas or electric stove. The homeownership rate and mean home value are statistically not different between households with return female migrants and their nonmigrant counterparts. However, they are consistently more likely to have better housing quality and are more likely to have electric lighting and stoves. Differences-indifferences show substantial improvements in the likelihood of cement floors (7.33 percent) and gas and electric stoves (9.12 percent), although there is a marginally significant decrease in the availability of flush toilets.
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Households with male migrants currently abroad are similar to their matched nonmigrant counterparts in terms of homeownership and housing value. In terms of housing quality and amenities, they are, across the board, better off. Households with return male migrants, on the other hand, are 4.5 percent more likely to own a home and have a substantially higher (by Rs.
1,197,527) house value compared to their nonmigrant counterparts. There are also, across the board, better off in terms of housing quality and amenities. Differences-in-differences show that migration results in a 6.5 percent increase in the homeownership rate, a 187 percent (Rs.
1,146,009) increase in house value. Substantial qualitative improvements are observed only for the availability of stoves (by 7.39 percent). In fact, the likelihood of wall and floor quality is significantly lower. It appears that most households with male migrants had high housing quality and amenities to begin with and that these advantages have been generally sustained in the long run.
Assets and Business Activity
Households with female migrants currently abroad have 0.36 hectares less of farm land, but also Differences-in-differences show statistically significant gains in the range of 15-16 percent in business ownership.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The propensity score matching estimates reveal that female migration results in substantial (in the 40-60 percent range) long-term increases in household expenditure and the value of durables, no permanent increase in income, and a temporary increase in adult good consumption during a woman's absence. There are also significant but modest gains (6-10 percent range) in housing quality and home amenities in the long run. The most pronounced gains are in the more than doubling of nonfarm asset holdings and in the acquisition of agricultural land. For female migrants, there are no long-term gains in business activity.
Male migration also brings similar increases in expenditure and a considerably larger increase (almost threefold) in the holding of durables. There is a temporary decrease in adult good consumption during a man's absence. In the long run, male migration also results in some gains in homeownership (of about 6 percent), significant gains in home value (almost threefold),
and an increase in the business ownership rate by about 15-16 percent.
The low income gains in the long run are consistent with the fact that temporary migration to the Middle East provides an additional income stream only in the short term and does not typically help migrants to acquire human capital that can be utilized following their return home. The permanent increases in household expenditure and the accumulation of durables appear to be financed from increased holdings of nonfarm assets and farm land for women, and from holdings of housing assets and new business ventures for men.
An important contribution of this study is the documentation of investments in the home and in the schooling of children, two areas often emphasized by female migrants but overlooked in many impact studies. Female migrants are particularly likely to channel resources toward improving the physical quality of the home and toward improvement in household amenities. As observed by Gamburd (2000) , these effects are observed mostly in the long term, following the return of the women. Such amenity improvements not only have a direct impact on improving the quality of life of household members, but also have positive effects on improving the efficiency of home production and spillover benefits on education and health outcomes. There are also direct benefits to human capital accumulation, with schooling expenditure increasing in proportion to the increase in overall expenditure of about 40-60 percent.
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Clearly, increased household expenditure is not completely frittered away for consumption goods and durables. In fact, the pronounced changes in adult good consumption are temporary and do not persist after the return of migrants. In the short run, the asymmetry in the adult good consumption may be a consequence of the shifting bargaining power in the allocation of the household budget depending on the gender of the migrant and the gender of the decision-maker that is left behind. As observed in previous studies, household budget controlled by a woman is allocated very differently, typically in favor of expenditure that benefit children and away from the consumption adult goods, than a budget controlled by a man (Guzman, Morrison, and Sjöblom 2008; Cortes 2011) .
Temporary migration also leads to long-term improvements in the household's asset position. Households with migrants currently abroad have less landholdings and farm assets than nonmigrant households. The lack of cultivable land and farm assets appears to be a motivation to send household members abroad for two reasons: 1) if the land-labor ratio is low, the household has an incentive to supply labor for migrant work; and 2) when credit markets are weak, migration provides households with the means to purchase lumpy capital goods and land.
Male migrants, but not female migrants, divest from agriculture and use remittance savings to start new business ventures. Migration does not significantly improve the household's debt position for either gender. In fact, there is some evidence that the debt situation worsens with return male migrants having an especially high outstanding debt burden. It is possible that the positive effect of remittances on the repayment of old loans is offset by the debt incurred to finance migration.
Our analysis unfolds a broad portrait of how the profile of migrant households and the long-term impact of migration differ by the gender of migrants. Households that send women abroad are relatively poor and utilize migration to catch up with the average household in several respects, whereas sending a man abroad allows an already advantaged household to further strengthen their economic position. We also see that remittances from females are allocated somewhat differently, with an emphasis on investments in the home, farm land, and nonfarm assets, than remittances of men that are channeled more toward housing assets and business ventures.
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Two important implications are worth emphasizing in conclusion. The first implication is that it is important to look beyond the obvious measures such as income and expenditure to accurately gauge the long-term impact of migration. Particularly in the case of female migrants, improvements in the home environment, acquisition of assets, and investments in schooling are important long-term goals of migration. Unless a broad lens that incorporates such multifaceted goals is utilized to examine the migration experience, researchers and policymakers are likely to underestimate the benefits from female migration. The second implication is that female migration appears to be a poverty alleviation strategy for households that have a surplus of women but a shortage of productive assets, whereas male migration is not as much a response to poverty as it is a means of strengthening an already advantaged economic position. If domestic policies are enacted to improve employment prospects of rural women and alternative opportunities for asset accumulation become available in the countryside, the much documented social and psychological costs of migrant work-both for the women and the families that are left behind-can be prevented. 
